oe eects 
LIBERTY DEALS 
SILENT 
IN a Uae 


[The Scene: Independence Hall before the famous Liberty Bell was moved from there and placed in the 
new pavilion. The ancient Greek philosophers Socrates and Plato are in the Hall and comment on the object 
before them. Normal Text: Socrates. Italics: Plato. ] 
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“This 1s a strange place which we find ourselves, Socrates. It is, Plato. We have somehow travelled to a 
future age and a fledgling country. It is a marvel to discover a New World across the realm ruled by Oceanus far 
beyond the Pillars of Hercules where some of our people once thought the kingdom of Hades began. I agree. 
I would wish to know how we arrived in this new country, perhaps you have an answer. That is a mystery, not 
all mysteries have answers, or at least, answers we can understand. True, Socrates. No doubt a divine force 
translated us from one era to another. Indeed. What I do know, Plato, we have been brought for a reason. It 
may be more productive to find out why rather than waste time wondering how we came and never find an 
answer. Very true. No doubt this strange building named ‘Independence Hall’ and the object before us holds 
the key to this mystery. I believe they do. This must be the birthplace of this new country, and the metal object, 
a symbol of its birth. The inscription says it is a “Liberty Bell’ and bears a passage from a sacred Hebrew text. 
‘Proclaim liberty throughout all the land unto all the inhabitants thereof.’ The bell bears a fissure, It Is in want 
of repair. How strange to see a symbol of freedom damaged thus. True, perhaps it is the key, Plato. Have you 
noticed on our journey how often the citizens of this new land remind each other it is a free country? I have, 
and think it odd they do this. How so, Plato? It is like reminding a baker he is a baker, or a sculptor he ts a 
sculptor. You mean to say if someone is convinced of their trade, they have no need to be reminded. That 1s 
correct. I agree. If these citizens were convinced of their freedom, they would not need reminders. Perhaps we 
are to remind them. How do you propose we do that? Let us take the example of the sculptor. If for some 
reason he does not ply his trade, he may lose his skill and forget how to be a sculptor. He needs guidance, and 
reminding is a form of guidance and encouragement to ensure he continues work to retain mastery of lus skill. 
He cannot be called a sculptor if he loses his skill to carve. We would speak of him thus: he was a sculptor. If 
he worked, he would not need a reminder. Then, you are implying these citizens have forgotten what freedom 
is, or are weak-willed in practising it and need encouragement, or perhaps have an incorrect idea and need 
guidance and reminding because they cannot be free if they do not act in accordance with the precepts of 
freedom. That is my point, Socrates. Then I suppose we would have to determine what perfect freedom is in 
order to guide them. That is true. I propose we begin by comparing freedom with its opposite, 1t may be easier 
to define freedom by what it is not. Very well. What is the opposite of freedom? That is easy, slavery and 
tyranny. What is slavery then? The state of being a slave, more precisely, to be the property of a master whose 
commands must be obeyed without the option of choice. And what is tyranny? A cruel or oppressive 
government or rule. Very good, before we continue, we must discover if these are in agreement. In other 
words, we must be certain that slavery and tyranny are united, or they both cannot be the opposite of freedom 
and we would be obliged to select the most appropriate opposite of freedom to continue our argument. I agree. 
I would say that they are united. A tyrant controls his people no different than a master does his slaves by 
taking away their free will. Yet for example, what would you say of a slave master who is not cruel like a tyrant 
and does not beat his slaves? Is he still a tyrant? We would have to go further from our path and define 
cruelty, Socrates. Very well, would you say that to be cruel is the same as being unkind and inflicting 
unnecessary pain? Yes, most certainly. Then, we must determine how or where pain may be felt. That is easy, 
there 1s a pain of the body, and an invisible pain of the mind and the heart. Are they all the same pain, or are 
some worse than others? I would say the pain of the mind and heart are worse, for when the body is in pain, we 
may take medicines to alleviate it, but when the mind or heart are in pain, that is not easy to cure or alleviate. 
Then, to inflict pain on the mind and heart is worse than inflicting pain on the body? The argument would 
seem to support this. Then how terrible is the pain of the mind and heart when the freedom of mankind is 
suppressed! Surely to oppress a person’s option to choose, that is, the ability to use free will, is a cruelty and a 
terrible tyranny over the mind and heart indeed. JI agree. It would seem we have determined that slavery and 
tyranny are united and therefore both are exact opposites of freedom. Yet, there is a passage in Aeschylus that 
reminds me of another opposition to ideal freedom: ‘Praise not, O man, the life beyond control, nor that which 


bows unto a tyrant’s sway. Know that the middle way is dearest unto God, and they thereon who wend, they 
shall achieve the end; but they who wander or to left or right are sinners in his sight. Take to heart this one, this 
soothfast word—of wantonness impiety is sire; only from calm control and sanity unstirred cometh true weal, 
the goal of every man’s desire.’ Since we have agreed that tyranny is opposed to freedom, we must determine if 
a life lived beyond control is also contrary to ideal freedom. To do that, we must name the conditions of living a 
wanton life without control as we did with slavery and tyranny. If I may Socrates, I would begin by saying 
anarchy and libertinism. We must define them also and discover if they are united in the same way as slavery 
and tyranny are united. I would say anarchy is to be without rules and laws, the absence of government in a 
state. Libertinism 1s the personal anarchy of an individual and the absence of all moral laws and restrictions. I 
will add further these two must also be united as they both are forms of lawlessness be they public laws of state 
or private moral values of the individual. Then we must see if lawlessness and the absence of moral restrictions 
are also opposed to ideal freedom. First, we should examine the point there are many who say that the absence 
of laws, government and moral restrictions 1s the ideal form of freedom. You must recall how often I have said 
that the opinion of the many is often not the best, but very well, it is an important point and we shall put it to 
the test. Let us ask why they would discard law and governments. If they believe law and government restrict 
true freedom, then they are convinced law and governments are a form of slavery, or are commands and rules 
given by cruel tyrants. But not all rulers are cruel tyrants, and not all masters are slave owners. There are rulers 
who give good laws, and masters that wield authority without owning slaves. These people who say no law 1s 
the best law are in error then as not every law 1s evil, and therefore not every law or moral restriction 1s slavery 
or tyranny. To clarify your argument, you are saying there are laws and governments that are good, and laws 
and governments that are evil. Yes, that would be my argument. Then you are correct in saying these people 
must believe that all laws are evil and cannot distinguish good laws from evil ones, or what true slavery and 
tyranny is from just and righteous rule. We must convince them otherwise, for I believe if people wish to do 
what is right and good, they would not willingly do evil if they could be shown certain actions are evil, nor 
would they refuse to perform good actions when cause for good is identified. In our argument, we find that to 
indiscriminately discard all rule of law and moral order is not good as this abolishes all good laws as well as the 
evil ones, and since true freedom is something good, it must be allied with what is good. To dispense with all 
law is to cast away good with bad, which is an evil thing, and as ideal freedom is a good thing and cannot be 
allied with evil, it cannot allow every law to be abolished. Again I say, as there are good laws and restrictions, 
true freedom must have some rules and boundaries. There cannot be laws that are cruel or slavish, nor can there 
be the complete absence of law and order be it state law or moral law. That is true. It seems we have proven 
Aeschylus correct in the matter of a middle path, but now that we have come thus far, we must distinguish 
between the good laws and the bad laws so people may know which to discard and which to follow. Rather, we 
must settle on the one truth that to allow mankind practise its free will is a great good, and people must be 
shown how to use that freedom correctly, giving it neither full rein or shackling it with tyrannical constrictions. 
Good laws help as guides on that middle path, bad laws drive one off course to the right or to the left. It may be 
more expedient to discover where good laws come from so we may find the surest guide. Good masters give 
good laws, evil masters evil laws. Very true. As Aeschylus seemed correct in one point, it seems fitting we 
examine his observation that tyrannical and immoral wantonness comes from impiety. If this 1s also true, it can 
be argued that piety and reverence lead to correct judgement. Very well, we shall examine this point. What is 
piety and reverence? It means to be religious and respectful of all that 1s religious. Then to be truly free, we 
must acknowledge the existence of a god in order to be religious and pious. But what of the professed atheists? 
If they do not believe in a god, they cannot be pious or religious, and according to our argument they cannot be 
truly free if they are not pious. Then what do you say about atheists who claim they do not need to be religious 
to live law-abiding and moral lives? This takes much thought. It 1s true they do not need to believe in a god to 
follow the laws of the state or perhaps to follow an invisible law of morality accepted as good and true by the 
people, but we must see why atheists would follow these laws. Perhaps because it 1s the right thing to do, and 
virtue 1s Its own reward. Yet who imparted the ability to mankind to distinguish between right and wrong? 
There is an unspoken law that good must be followed and evil shunned. Is this something invented by man or 
does it come from something higher than man? Jt may help if we examine the nature of a law though we 
digress from our main point. Very well. Is not a law a decree or a command, something that is spoken, given 
or handed down? Yes, certainly. Then a law of state cannot make itself, it requires statesmen and judges to 
make them. Is this the same for moral laws as well as laws of state? This is difficult, a human judge or 
statesman cannot declare what is moral, but make laws to abide by a Universal Law to follow good and avoiding 


evil for the good of the state. But you say following good is a Universal Law, and if laws are decrees or 
commands that are made and cannot make themselves, who or what has declared this Universal Law? You say 
men of state cannot, so it must be something unseen and therefore divine that has declared this Universal Law. 
Yes. Thus in spite of themselves, atheists are following a divine command even if they do not believe in the 
deity that created them be they laws of state or moral laws. There may be some truth they do not need to 
believe in a god to be good, but then if they do not believe in a god, who do they believe gives the Universal 
Law of following good and shunning evil? Obviously, mankind. But then that is a dangerous thing, for if a 
man does not believe in a god capable of giving perfect laws, he is in the position of declaring all laws come from 
man, and as man is imperfect, he can declare that as fallible men make imperfect laws, he can pick and choose 
what he wishes to follow, that which, in his own mind seems good. He does not believe in divine retribution, 
therefore he can also declare his own morality contrary to what the divine may decree simply because he believes 
there is no divine decree. He may follow his every whim and passion, declaring it to be good when it may be 
very evil, for he like all men is imperfect, so how can he tell what is verily good? The atheist is in danger of 
mistaking vice for good and consequently follow another slave master and tyrant, his own physical and mental 
weakness. Evil would be wittingly or unwittingly perpetrated, therefore, to recognise the existence of a perfect 
divine being that gives perfect Universal Laws is much better than not to believe in a god, for if there is a perfect 
god, they will not allow their laws to be broken with impunity as in the case with many corrupt judges on earth, 
but will punish accordingly in due time. Therefore, to be pious and reverent is the surest path to true freedom 
as a perfect god will give perfect laws to prevent all manner of slavery, tyranny and moral wantonness, even if we 
do not understand why they are good laws at times. That is true, even this new nation recognises the need to 
follow a deity, it states thus in their “Declaration of Independence: ‘We hold these truths to be self-evident, that 
all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among 
these are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness. That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted 
among men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed ... .. See, they know the Universal 
Law of following Good comes from a divine source, and that it is the duty of a government to ensure the Divine 
Universal Law 1s enforced for the good of man. But which divinity? Their Declaration makes mention of the 
‘Laws of Nature’ and ‘Nature’s God’. Perhaps they follow the god Liber whose name 1s related to the word 
Tiberty’ as Liber is often associated with Dionysus the nature god. Liber 1s a god of the common plebs and 
protects the rights of free speech, a right this country prizes above many of their rights. Yes, but Liber also 
champions ecstatic release from moral restraint, and as we have discovered, true freedom cannot be without 
moral restraint. Perhaps they follow gods of their choosing as their county proclaims religious freedom or 
freedom not to believe if they wish. Yes, but that is dangerous, for we have seen what atheism may lead to, and 
while we understand the practise of true freedom is to adhere to the laws of a deity, not all religions or deities 
are equal. In fact, we now know for certain Zeus and his pantheon do not exist, their temples and rites have 
been neglected for centuries and no retribution has occurred, these gods of old are no more, or they never 
existed, as gods are supposed to be immortal and will not suffer to be ignored but duly worshipped. Therefore, 
these deities and demigods of old were designed by men and we can see from the imperfect life of Zeus that he 
indeed was created by imperfect men without self control. Then it 1s our duty to discover the nature of the 
perfect deity that we may follow the most perfect laws for our well being. That should not be too difficult. 
Does a judge or lawgiver remain silent, rather does he not proclaim these laws that they might be followed? 
Very true. Yet, I see a difficulty. If perfect laws come from a pertect deity, the government should imitate how 
that deity governs the Universe. And I have yet to see any religion that dares tell a deity what to do. A deity 
will not suffer to be ordered how to run the universe by mere mortals, rather the opposite occurs. If a deity will 
listen, it may be to grant the desire of the mortal to show their error in presuming to know better than the deity. 
You question then if a government of and by the people is the perfect government. Yes, in fact, this new 
country states 1n 1ts Declaration that its government derives authority from the consent of the governed, thus It 
follows a majority rule. That may pose a difficulty in professing the true god to be followed as everyone has the 
right to follow what god they please and may promote their imperfect ideas of any deity, or a majority of 
atheists may sway the balance and the laws of the perfect deity may not be recognised or disregarded as being 
tyrannical. This is indeed a difficult point, their Declaration states the need to support the laws of a deity, the 
Creator of Nature, which is the Creator of the Universe, yet cannot profess this perfect deity as the nation’s god 
for their government consists of majority rule, and in order to please the majority, no single deity or religion can 
be followed to the exclusion of another. Yet, we have seen not all deities are equal, the most perfect must be 
chosen. Then this government works against itself and will not advance far in the promotion of the Universal 


Good. If it cannot follow or promote the laws of the Perfect Deity, it cannot be truly free. That seems to be the 
case, and what ts more difficult to understand, the citizens declare this nation to be ‘under God and indivisible, 
with truth and justice for alP. The citizens also declare they ‘Trust in God? and state this on their currency. 
Then they must choose the True Deity to follow, or this nation has built itself on a false idea of freedom. That 
cannot come to pass when this nation promotes separation between Church and State, which implies their laws 
do not or may not follow the divine precepts of a deity. Then they are not being true to their Declaration. Yet, 
Is it possible to enforce the laws of the Perfect Deity to the exclusion of all others? Rather, to enforce one set of 
beliefs on certain citizens who do not believe is also to impinge on their free will, and we have agreed to 
impinge on the free will 1s a terrible form of tyranny. That is true, but if men earnestly desire truth, will they not 
wish to seek to discover the laws of the Perfect Deity and follow them? Truth is absolute Perfection and Good, 
and Perfect Laws come from Perfect Truth and Goodness. Only an evil man would wish to discard them. Yet 
what of imperfect men? All men are imperfect, and it 1s they who write and enforce the laws that are to 
correspond to the Perfect Divine Law. Yet, we know a lawgiver will not write laws that they should remain 
hidden, no doubt the Perfect Deity sends messengers or officers to guide mankind how to form governments 
according to divine precepts. We simply must discern who they are. ...” 


“And you say you are not perceptive? A life unexamined is a life not worth living,” Fr. Peter chuckled. 
“Tm sorry I kept you waiting, Pd love to continue reading this, but I suppose we must be leaving. Would you 
mind if I borrow your notebook? Im curious to read your conclusion.” 

“No, not at all. I suppose one revelation deserves another, you’re the first to read it.” 

“Pm honoured,” he smiled, slipping the notebook in his inside pocket as they walked to the elevator. 
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Excerpt from the novel Brushstrokes of a Gadfly, 


by E.A. Bucchianert 
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. a wonderful, walloping novel by E.A. Bucchianert. ... Essentially, Brushstrokes 1s a high literary 
romance novel. Imagine Roberto Bolano meets Nicholas Sparks: erudite and gracious with a saccharine 
undertone of romance and the unpredictability of life. In other words, it’s exaggerated, quaint, absurd, funny, 
touching, and very much like reality. E.A. Bucchianeri guides the reader through all the twists and turns of the 
story with remarkable aplomb." ~ Randall Radic, Blogcritics.org 
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